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DETAILED ACTION 

Status of Claims 

1 . This action is in reply to the amendment filed on 07 August 2009. 

2. Claims 1-12 have been canceled. 

3. Claims 13-29 have been added. 

4. Claims 13-29 are currently pending and have been examined. 

Priority 

5. Applicant's claim for the benefit of a prior-filed application under 35 U.S.C. 1 1 9(e) or 
under 35 U.S.C. 120, 121, or 365(c) is acknowledged. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or 
described as set forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject 
matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a 
whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability 
shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

7. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 
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1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

8. Claims 13-29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ross, 
Jr. et al.(US 5823948) (hereinafter Ross) in view of Pories et al. (US 2002/0082868 
A1) (hereinafter Pories). 

Claim 13 

Ross as shown, discloses the following limitations: 

• using an input device to select or check one of the standard patient-language 
cardinal symptoms to enter the selected patient-language cardinal symptom in 
the chief complaint field so as to generate a new medical record that identifies 
the selected patient-language cardinal symptom as a chief complaint; (see at 
least Ross Column:2 Lines:49-67 Column:3 Lines:1-33 Claim:2) 

• wherein the standard patient-language cardinals symptoms are accessed from a 
database; (see at least Ross Claim:2,4,6) 

Ross does not disclose the following limitation, however Pories, as shown does: 

• displaying, using a processing device, standard patient-language cardinal 
symptoms on an interface of a display device as one of a selection item and a 
check item of a chief complaint field of a medical record; (see at least Pories 
Fig:3 ltems:40,41 Fig:7 ltems:100-190 & related text) 
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• wherein the standard patient-language cardinal symptoms are selected extracted 
patient-language terms used in existing medical records of patients regarding 
cardinal symptoms of the patients; (see at least Pories [0074-0078], Fig:13 
ltems:66b & related text) 

• stores the standard patient-language cardinal symptoms so as to be free from 
association with any particular medical record; (see at least Pories Fig:1A 
ltems:10-20 & related text) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to add the features of 
Pories into Ross. One of ordinary skill in the art would have added these features to 
Ross with the motivation to provide an improved invention accurately and effectively 
extracting storing and utilizing medical data for improved health care, (see at least 
Pories [0012-0017]) 
Claim 14 

The combination of Ross/Pories disclose all of the limitations of claim 1 3. Ross further 
discloses the following limitations: 

• the database also stores selected terms regarding diagnosis names, operation 
names, terms used upon writing of the status of patients by nurses, terms used 
upon writing of the status of the patients by doctors, prescription terms used by 
doctors, and medicine terms; (see at least Ross Column:2 Lines:49-66 Claim:2 
Fig:2 ltems:101-1 1 1 & related text) 



Application: 10/564,713 
Art Unit: 3686 



Paper No. 20090924 
Page 5 



Claim 15 

The combination of Ross/Pories disclose all of the limitations of claim 14. Ross further 
discloses the following limitations: 

• using the input device to perform a standard statement sentence write function 
that combines the selected terms used upon writing of the status of patients by 
nurses into a standard statement sentence used to write a medical record; (see 
at least Ross Column:2 Lines:49-66 Column:9 Lines:20-41 Column:13 Lines:48- 
58 Fig:2 ltems:101-1 1 1 Fig:3 ltems:1 07-1 13 & related text) 

Claim 16 

The combination of Ross/Pories disclose all of the limitations of claim 1 3. Ross further 
discloses the following limitations: 

• as selection items applicable to writing of a sentence in the medical record; (see 
at least Ross Column:5 Lines:52-56 Column:9 Lines:20-41) 

Ross/Pories does not disclose the following limitation, however Pories, as shown does: 

• displaying further comprises displaying the standard patient-language cardinal 
symptoms; (see at least Pories Fig:3 ltems:40,41 Fig:7 ltems:100-190 & related 
text) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to add the features of 
Pories into Ross/Pories. One of ordinary skill in the art would have added these 
features to Ross/Pories with the motivation to provide an improved invention accurately 
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and effectively extracting storing and utilizing medical data for improved health care, 
(see at least Pories [0012-0017]) 
Claim 17 

The combination of Ross/Pories disclose all of the limitations of claim 1 3. Ross further 
discloses the following limitations: 

• using the input device to modify, delete, or add to the standard patient-language . 
. . . in the database; (see at least Ross Fig:3 ltems:101-1 13 & related text) 

Ross/Pories does not disclose the following limitation, however Pories, as shown does: 

• cardinal symptoms; (see at least Pories [106]) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to add the features of 
Pories into Ross/Pories. One of ordinary skill in the art would have added these 
features to Ross/Pories with the motivation to provide an improved invention accurately 
and effectively extracting storing and utilizing medical data for improved health care, 
(see at least Pories [0012-0017]) 
Claim 18 

The combination of Ross/Pories disclose all of the limitations of claim 1 3. Pories further 
discloses the following limitations: 

• communicating over a network with a doctor terminal, a nurse terminal, an 
examination room staff terminal, and a general medical affairs terminal to 
perform the displaying; (see at least Pories Fig:1A-B ltems:10-20 Fig:3 
ltems:40,41 Fig:7 ltems:100-190 Fig:9-18 ltems:24, 25d, 60a-80 & related text) 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to add the features of 
Pories into Ross/Pories. One of ordinary skill in the art would have added these 
features to Ross/Pories with the motivation to provide an improved invention accurately 
and effectively extracting storing and utilizing medical data for improved health care, 
(see at least Pories [0012-0017]) 
Claim 19 

The combination of Ross/Pories disclose all of the limitations of claim 13. Pories further 
discloses the following limitations: 

• the selected extracted patient-language terms are from discharge summaries; 
(see at least Pories [0074-0078]) 

Ross/Pories does not disclose the following limitation, however Pories, as shown does: 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to add the features of 
Pories into Ross/Pories. One of ordinary skill in the art would have added these 
features to Ross/Pories with the motivation to provide an improved invention accurately 
and effectively extracting storing and utilizing medical data for improved health care, 
(see at least Pories [0012-0017]) 
Claim 20 

The combination of Ross/Pories disclose all of the limitations of claim 1 3. Pories further 
discloses the following limitations: 

• the selected extracted patient-language terms are separated into main concepts, 
concept qualifiers, and concept modifiers; (see at least Pories Fig:1 A-B 

Items: 14-25e & related text) 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to add the features of 
Pories into Ross/Pories. One of ordinary skill in the art would have added these 
features to Ross/Pories with the motivation to provide an improved invention accurately 
and effectively extracting storing and utilizing medical data for improved health care, 
(see at least Pories [0012-0017]) 
Claim 21 

The combination of Ross/Pories disclose all of the limitations of claim 20. Ross further 
discloses the following limitations: 

• the main concepts are aligned on a spelling and concept basis; (see at least 
Ross Fig:3 Items: 105-1 14 & related text) 

Claim 22 

The combination of Ross/Pories disclose all of the limitations of claim 13. Ross further 
discloses the following limitations: 

• the standard patient-language ... are mapped to standard codes; (see at least 
Ross Column:12 Lines:35-47) 

Ross/Pories does not disclose the following limitation, however Pories, as shown does: 

• cardinal symptoms; (see at least Pories [01 06]) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to add the features of 
Pories into Ross/Pories. One of ordinary skill in the art would have added these 
features to Ross/Pories with the motivation to provide an improved invention accurately 
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and effectively extracting storing and utilizing medical data for improved health care, 
(see at least Pories [0012-0017]) 
Claim 23 

The combination of Ross/Pories disclose all of the limitations of claim 22. Pories further 
discloses the following limitations: 

• imparting a concept identifier of a standard code to each of the standard patient- 
language cardinal symptoms; (see at least Pories [0106] Fig:1A-B Items: 14-25e 
& related text) 

• classifying each of the mapped patient-language cardinal symptoms according to 
whether a concept of the patient-language cardinal symptom exactly matches or 
substantially matches the imparted concept identifier of the standard code; (see 
at least Pories Fig:1 A-B, 7 ltems:14-25e & related text) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to add the features of 
Pories into Ross/Pories. One of ordinary skill in the art would have added these 
features to Ross/Pories with the motivation to provide an improved invention accurately 
and effectively extracting storing and utilizing medical data for improved health care, 
(see at least Pories [0012-0017]) 
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Claim 24 

Ross as shown, discloses the following limitations: 

• separating the extracted terms into main concepts, concept qualifiers, and 
concept modifiers, wherein the main concepts are aligned on a spelling and 
concept basis; (see at least Ross Fig:3 ltems:105-1 14 & related text) 

• selecting, using the processing device, a plurality of terms as standard terms; 
(see at least Ross Column:2 Lines:49-66) 

• mapping the standard terms; (see at least Ross Column:12 Lines:35-47) 
Ross does not disclose the following limitation, however Pories, as shown does: 

• extracting, using a processing device, terms used in existing medical records of 
patients regarding cardinal symptoms of the patients; (see at least Pories [0074- 
0078, 0106] Fig:1A ltems:10-27 & related text) 

• from the extracted terms that were separated as being the main concepts; (see 
at least Pories Fig:1A-B Items: 14-25e & related text) 

• to standard codes, (see at least Pories Fig:1 A-B Items: 14-25e & related text) 

• imparting a concept identifier of a standard code to each of the standard terms; 
(see at least Pories Fig:1A-B ltems:14-25e & related text) 

• classifying each of the mapped standard terms according to whether a concept of 
the standard term exactly matches or substantially matches the imparted concept 
identifier of the standard code; (see at least Pories Fig:1A-B ltems:14-25e 100- 

1 90 & related text) 
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• storing, using the processing device, the standard terms in a database, wherein 
the standard terms are stored in the database so as to be free from association 
with a particular medical record; (see at least Pories Fig:1A Items: 10-27 & 
related text) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to add the features of 
Pories into Ross. One of ordinary skill in the art would have added these features to 
Ross with the motivation to provide an improved invention accurately and effectively 
extracting storing and utilizing medical data for improved health care, (see at least 
Pories [0012-0017]) 
Claim 25 

The combination of Ross/Pories disclose all of the limitations of claim 24. Ross further 
discloses the following limitations: 

• selecting, by the service-providing system, a plurality of second terms regarding 
diagnosis names, operation names, terms used upon writing of the status of 
patients by nurses, terms used upon writing of the status of the patients by 
doctors, prescription terms used by doctors, and medicine terms; (see at least 
Ross Column:2 Lines:49-66 Column:9 Lines:20-57 Fig:22 ltems:101-1 1 1 & 
related text) 

Ross/Pories does not disclose the following limitation, however Pories, as shown does: 

• storing, by the service-providing system, the selected plurality of second terms in 
a database, wherein the selected plurality of second terms are stored in the 
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database so as to be free from association with a particular medical record; (see 

at least Pories Fig:1A Items: 10-27 & related text) 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to add the features of 
Pories into Ross/Pories. One of ordinary skill in the art would have added these 
features to Ross/Pories with the motivation to provide an improved invention accurately 
and effectively extracting storing and utilizing medical data for improved health care, 
(see at least Pories [0012-0017]) 
Claim 26 

The combination of Ross/Pories disclose all of the limitations of claim 24. Ross further 
discloses the following limitations: 

• modifying the standard terms, deleting the standard terms, or adding to the 
standard terms, or adding to the standard terms in the database; (see at least 
Ross Fig:3 ltems:1 01 -1 1 3 & related text) 

Claim 27 

The combination of Ross/Pories disclose all of the limitations of claim 24. Pories further 
discloses the following limitations: 

• using discharge summaries as the medical records; (see at least Pories [0074- 
0078]) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to add the features of 
Pories into Ross/Pories. One of ordinary skill in the art would have added these 
features to Ross/Pories with the motivation to provide an improved invention accurately 
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and effectively extracting storing and utilizing medical data for improved health care, 
(see at least Pories [0012-0017]) 
Claim 28 

Ross as shown, discloses the following limitations: 

• selecting or checking one of the standard patient-language cardinal symptoms to 
enter the selected patient-language cardinal symptom in the chief complaint field 
so as to generate a new medical record that identifies the selected patient- 
language cardinal symptom as a chief complaint; (see at least Ross Column:2 
Lines:49-67 Column:3 Lines:1-33 Claim:2) 

• wherein the standard patient-language cardinals symptoms are accessed from a 
database; (see at least Ross Claim:2,4,6) 

Ross does not disclose the following limitation, however Pories, as shown does: 

• displaying standard patient-language cardinal symptoms on an interface of a 
display device as one of a selection item and a check item of a chief complaint 
field of a medical record; (see at least Pories Fig:3 ltems:40,41 Fig:7 ltems:100- 
1 90 & related text) 

• wherein the standard patient-language cardinal symptoms are selected extracted 
patient-language terms used in existing medical records of patients regarding 
cardinal symptoms of the patients; (see at least Pories [0074-0078], Fig:13 
ltems:66b & related text) 
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• stores the standard patient-language cardinal symptoms so as to be free from 
association with any particular medical record; (see at least Pories Fig:1A 
Items: 10-20 & related text) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to add the features of 
Pories into Ross. One of ordinary skill in the art would have added these features to 
Ross with the motivation to provide an improved invention accurately and effectively 
extracting storing and utilizing medical data for improved health care, (see at least 
Pories [0012-0017]) 
Claim 29 

Ross as shown, discloses the following limitations: 

• separating the extracted terms into main concepts, concept qualifiers, and 
concept modifiers, wherein the main concepts are aligned on a spelling and 
concept basis; (see at least Ross Fig:3 ltems:105-1 14 & related text) 

• selecting a plurality of terms as standard terms; (see at least Ross Column :2 
Lines:49-66) 

• mapping the standard terms; (see at least Ross Column:12 Lines:35-47) 
Ross does not disclose the following limitation, however Pories, as shown does: 

• extracting terms used in existing medical records of patients regarding cardinal 
symptoms of the patients; (see at least Pories [0074-0078, 0106] Fig:1A 
ltems:10-27 & related text) 
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• from the extracted terms that were separated as being the main concepts; (see 
at least Pories Fig:1A-B Items: 14-25e & related text) 

• to standard codes, (see at least Pories Fig:1 A-B Items: 14-25e & related text) 

• imparting a concept identifier of a standard code to each of the standard terms; 
(see at least Pories Fig:1A-B ltems:14-25e & related text) 

• classifying each of the mapped standard terms according to whether a concept of 
the standard term exactly matches or substantially matches the imparted concept 
identifier of the standard code; (see at least Pories Fig:1A-B ltems:14-25e 100- 

1 90 & related text) 

• storing the standard terms in a database, wherein the standard terms are stored 
in the database so as to be free from association with a particular medical record; 
(see at least Pories Fig:1A ltems:10-27 & related text) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to add the features of 
Pories into Ross. One of ordinary skill in the art would have added these features to 
Ross with the motivation to provide an improved invention accurately and effectively 
extracting storing and utilizing medical data for improved health care, (see at least 
Pories [0012-0017]) 
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Response to Arguments 

9. Applicant's arguments received on 07 August 2009 have been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive. Applicants' arguments will be addressed herein below in 
the order in which they appear in the response filed 07 August 2009. 

1 0. In response to applicant's argument that the cited prior art is nonanalogous art (Ross 
& Pories) it has been held that a prior art reference must either be in the field of 
applicant's endeavor or, if not, then be reasonably pertinent to the particular problem 
with which the applicant was concerned, in order to be relied upon as a basis for 
rejection of the claimed invention. See In re Oetiker, 977 F.2d 1443, 24 USPQ2d 
1443 (Fed. Cir. 1992). 

1 1 . In response to applicant's argument that there claim language "tentatively agreed to 
during the above-mentioned Interview" (Applicant's Remarks 07 August 2009), 
Examiner finds this statement to be made in err and not supported by the 
application's prosecution history, (see at least "Interview Summary 2(g)" 29 July 
2009) 

12. In response to applicant's argument supporting claims 13 & 28, Applicant discusses 
claim language discussed in the "above mentioned Interview", as a basis for the 
allowability of claims 1 3 & 28. Examiner has fully considered applicant's arguments 
and finds them unpersuasive. It is the Examiner's understanding that the cited claim 
language ("patient-language cardinal symptoms ... as one of a selection item and a 
check item") when given the broadest reasonable interpretation are indeed disclosed 
by the cited prior art, and as discussed in the "above mentioned Interview". 
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13. In response to applicant's argument that Ross does not disclose "chief complaints", 
Examiner points out that this claim language is cited by prior art source Pories. 
(Fig:3 ltems:40,41 & related text) 

14. In response to applicant's argument that Ross does not disclose "selecting or 
checking patient-language terms", Examiner respectfully disagrees (see at least 
Ross Claim :2) where in the "generating text sentences in medical English text from 
patient data," naturally includes the selecting of patient-language. 

15. In response to applicant's argument that Ross does not disclose "cardinal 
symptoms", Examiner points out that this claim language is cited by prior art source 
Pories. 

16. In response to applicant's argument that "present illness", as disclosed in Pories, is 
patently distinct from applicant's "chief complaints", Examiner has fully considered 
applicant's arguments and finds them unpersuasive. Instead Applicant's claims 
language, clearly includes "present illness", and Applicant's other arguments are 
based on the "intended use" of the invention. 

17. In response to applicant's argument that Examiner's rejection is in conflict with 
applicant's cited case law, Examiner finds this assertion completely unpersuasive, 
and unsupported except for the opinion of applicant. 

18. Applicant's arguments for the allowability of claims 14-23 is based on their 
dependency on claims 13 & 28, these claims are rejected on the same grounds as 
addressed in Claims 13 & 28. 
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19. In response to applicant's argument that Ross does not disclose "extracting terms 
used in existing medical records of patients regarding cardinal symptoms of the 
patients", Examiner points out that this claim language is cited by prior art source 
Pories. 

20. In response to applicant's argument that Ross does not disclose "main concepts, 
concept qualifiers, and concept modifiers", Examiner has fully considered applicant's 
arguments and respectfully disagrees, (see at least Ross Fig:3 ltems:105-1 14 & 
related text) 

21. In response to applicant's argument that Ross does not disclose "mapping the terms 
to standard codes, in which the concept identifier of a standard code is associated 
with each of the if the standard terms", Examiner has fully considered applicant's 
arguments and respectfully disagrees, (see at least Ross Fig:7 ltems:139 & related 
text) 

22. In response to applicant's argument that Pories does not disclose "mapping the 
terms to standard code", Examiner points out that this claim language is cited by 
prior art source Ross. 

23. Applicant's arguments for the allowability of claims 25-27 is based on their 
dependency on claim 24, these claims are rejected on the same grounds as 
addressed in Claim 24. 
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Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

Applicant's amendment necessitated any new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .1 36(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to RAJIV J. RAJ whose telephone number is (571) 270- 
3930. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday thru Friday 8-5pm. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Jerry O'Connor can be reached on (571) 272-6787. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (571) 273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published 
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